













The eradication of poverty has been a central aim of international development for several decades, and the importance of reducing inequality is also increasingly accepted. This paper presents the protocols for two systematic reviews on the government policies and interventions that affect in-country income inequality and the translation of economic growth into reductions in income poverty. The paper describes the background to the reviews and the links between them, their aims and scope, the inclusion criteria, search strategy, and synthesis options.
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1. 	Background to the reviews
Since the 1970s, a large literature has emerged which documents the many adverse effects of inequality on socio-economic outcomes, including investment and economic growth, health and well-being, crime, conflict and social cohesion (e.g. Alesina and Perotti 1996, Luttmer 2005, Veenstra 2005, Clark et al. 2008, Wilkinson and Pickett 2009, Ostry et al. 2014). Inequalities are observed in various dimensions, of which income is only one, but income inequality is sufficiently important to merit detailed examination in its own right. Moreover, income inequality remains high in a large number of developing countries, with the potential to undermine progress in key development outcomes, and to conflict with basic notions of equity and fairness. For several reasons therefore, inequalities in income are a key policy issue in a large number of low and middle-income countries around the world, as reflected for example in the Sustainable Development Goal 10 proposal to reduce inequality within and among countries (UN 2014). 
There is of course a large literature looking at the determinants of income inequality, much of it using cross-country econometrics. The early work focused on testing the Kuznets curve, the hypothesis that inequality first rises and then falls with economic development (e.g. Ahluwalia 1976, Fields 2001), although subsequent research has tested a much broader range of factors, including a country’s resource endowments, its openness to trade, the level of government spending, democracy and good governance (e.g. Bourguignon and Morrison 1990, Li et al. 1998, Spilimbergo et al. 1999, White and Anderson 2001, Dollar and Kraay 2002). But despite this very large literature, there is still arguably no clear consensus about the policies that governments can use to reduce income inequality, nor the extent to which different policies work more effectively in some contexts rather than others. The results from the econometric literature are often inconclusive, particularly for variables closely related to government policy choices, such as the level of government spending or barriers to international trade. In addition, there has to our knowledge been only one systematic review of the evidence on the determinants of income inequality: Abdullah et al (2015), who focus on the effects of education.  
While the issue of inequality has grown in importance, the eradication of poverty has been a central aim of international development efforts for a number of decades, dating back to the earliest years of the development era. Since the early 1990s, the World Bank has led efforts to measure the amount of income poverty at the global level, using the “$1.25-a-day” and “$2-a-day” global poverty lines. Measured by these yardsticks, the amount of income poverty in the developing world has fallen substantially over the past three decades; for example, the share of total population below the extreme $1.25-a-day poverty line fell from 51.8 percent in 1981 to 25.2 percent in 2005 (Chen and Ravallion 2010). Nevertheless, it is clear that much remains to be done: the absolute number of people living on less than $2-a-day remained largely unchanged between 1981 and 2005, due to population growth, and the extent of poverty reduction has been much more marked for some regions than others.
A large body of evidence has by now shown that economic growth is a key driver of income poverty reduction (e.g. Ravallion 2001, Bourguignon 2003). Nevertheless, a given rate of economic growth can still have a very different impact on poverty. For example, between 1993 and 2005, India witnessed economic growth of 4.8 percent per year while in Brazil, growth was slower at 1.3 percent per year. But despite slower rate of growth, the rate of poverty reduction was higher in Brazil (4.2 percent per year compared to 1.4 percent per year for India) because the rate at which growth was translated into poverty was much higher (Ravallion 2010). Such evidence has important implications for policy. In 2015, the United Nations is expected to adopt a new target of eradicating absolute $1.25-a-day poverty by 2030, as part of the new Sustainable Development Goals (UN 2014). Research suggests that this target is very unlikely to be met by economic growth alone; there must also be an improvement in the responsiveness of poverty reduction to growth (Yoshida et al 2014, Lakner et al 2014). 
Understanding the factors that affect the translation of economic growth into reductions in income poverty is therefore an important question which is at the forefront of the international agenda. Nevertheless, there is again arguably no clear consensus about the sorts of policies and interventions that governments can use to improve performance in this area; the results from cross-country econometric studies are often inconclusive (e.g. Kraay 2006). In addition, although there is a large literature looking into the determinants of the translation of growth into poverty reduction, there has not to our knowledge been a systematic review of the literature. 
There is therefore a clear need to review the evidence of the effects of government policies on income inequality and the translation of growth into income poverty reduction systematically. The two outcomes are distinct, since changes in income inequality are not always an accurate guide to the extent to which economic growth is translated into poverty reduction (Datt and Ravallion 1992; Kakwani et al 2004). Nevertheless, they are related, since both are the result of changes in the distribution of income.​[1]​ Thus the approach followed will be to conduct two separate reviews, one on the effects of government policies on income inequality, and the other on the effects of government policies on the translation of economic growth into income poverty reduction, but to conduct the two reviews simultaneously. Section 2 discusses the objectives of the reviews and the research questions. Section 3 then outlines the search methods and inclusion criteria, while Section 4 presents the approach used to synthesise the evidence.
2. 	Aims and scope of the reviews
2.1	Aims
The overall aims of the systematic reviews are to identify and synthesise the existing empirical evidence regarding the effects of government policies on income inequality and the translation of economic growth into income poverty reduction.​[2]​ There are four more specific objectives. The first is simply to map the available evidence. This will involve categorising all of the relevant evidence according to key descriptive information, namely the country or countries of focus, the type of government policy or intervention, the method(s) used to assess impacts on income inequality or poverty, and the indicator(s) used to measure income inequality or poverty.
The second and third objectives relate to the synthesis of the evidence. We will attempt to establish whether any particular types of policy interventions tend to reduce or increase either income inequality or the translation of growth into reductions in income poverty on average, and to explain heterogeneity in the estimated effects of particular policies, across countries, regions, over time or according to the research methods used. This will be done using meta-regression analysis (MRA), applied to studies which use an appropriate counterfactual in assessing the impact of government policies on income inequality or poverty. The final objective of the reviews is to understand better the processes and mechanisms through which government policies and interventions affect income inequality and the translation of growth into reductions in income poverty, for example by mapping out the causal chain, and through examination of qualitative evidence (White 2009). 
2.2	Scope
Many of the systematic reviews that have been carried out in the field of international development to date have focused on a specific policy intervention or a narrowly-defined set of policy interventions; examples include microcredit programmes, conditional cash transfers, school-feeding programmes, and farmer field schools (White and Waddington 2012). The present systematic reviews, by contrast, potentially include any government policy intervention associated with income inequality or the translation of growth into poverty reduction.
The sorts of policies and interventions which can affect income inequality are recognised to be broad (see Table 1). Perhaps most obviously, governments influence the level of income inequality through fiscal policy – that is, through choices with regard to the level and structure of taxes on the one hand, and the level and composition of government spending on the other (Claus et al. 2012). But governments also undertake a range of other policies that can affect income inequality. It is widely accepted, for example, that trade policy – i.e. choices with regard to the level of import tariffs and quotas, export taxes and subsidies, and so on – can have a large impact on income inequality (Anderson 2005). Other policies that are recognised to affect the distribution of income include minimum wages, interest rate controls, land reform, anti-discrimination legislation, and regional policy (Claus et al. 2012; Rhee et al. 2014). The policies and interventions which can affect the translation of economic growth into poverty reduction are also recognised to be broad, including macroeconomic policy, trade policy, privatisation, financial policy, agricultural policies, land reform, industrial policy, government spending on health and education, fiscal redistribution (e.g. progressive taxes, cash transfers, social safety nets), affirmative action, social insurance and safety nets, and geographically-targeted programs (Klasen 2003). 
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3. 	Inclusion criteria and search methods
3.1 	Inclusion criteria
Study designs: We will include studies using any one of four main study designs: 
a)	ex-post empirical studies
b)	ex-ante simulation studies
c)	quantitative case studies, using decomposition analysis 
d)	qualitative case studies, which draw on primary data
Ex-post empirical studies estimate the effects of government policies on income inequality or poverty by comparing data on each outcome either before and after a policy has been implemented, or between populations in which a policy has been implemented and those in which it has not. This potentially includes experimental as well as quasi-experimental and non-experimental statistical approaches. Ex-ante simulation studies analyse the impact of government policies on income inequality or poverty using an economic model applied to recent empirical data for a particular country or region in a single baseline year, e.g. an applied computable general equilibrium (CGE) model. Quantitative case studies using decomposition analysis assess the contribution of government taxes or transfers to income inequality or poverty, which is comparable with estimates derived from ex-ante simulation studies. Qualitative case studies make use of primary data collected by the researcher, for example small-scale household surveys, focus group discussions, and semi-structured interviews. They are able to shed light on the processes and mechanisms through which government policies and interventions affect income inequality or poverty.
We will include published and unpublished studies, including refereed and non-refereed journal articles, working papers, conference proceedings and book chapters. We will exclude dissertations. We will restrict the review to studies published since 1990, on the grounds that reliable, cross-country data on income inequality and poverty have only been available since the early 1990s (see for example Chen et al 1994, Deininger and Squire 1996, Ravallion and Chen 1997). We will include studies published in English, Portuguese, and Spanish.
Populations: The review will be restricted to studies of populations in low income countries (LICs) and middle income countries (MICs) as defined by the World Bank at the time of the government intervention; studies of high income countries only will be excluded.​[3]​ 
Interventions: A range of government policies and interventions can affect income inequality and the translation of growth into poverty reduction (see Table 1); the review is not restricted to any one type of policy. We also include policies and interventions by any level of government, including local, state and national. We do however exclude any studies of interventions by non-government and private sector organisations; for example, we exclude studies of micro-credit programmes operated by non-governmental organisations. We also restrict our attention to unilateral government policy interventions; we exclude studies of bilateral or multilateral trade policies for example. 
Comparators: We will include studies comparing regions or states within a country, as well as those which compare different countries, in which the comparison population either receives a different policy or intervention, or differing levels of implementation of a given policy or intervention. 
Outcomes: We will include studies that measure inequality or poverty using a comprehensive measure of income that includes income from all sources, drawn from a representative household survey covering all of the population (at the national, regional or state level). We also include studies which use total expenditure rather than income, since expenditure is often considered to be a more reliable indicator when data on income are difficult to collect (Deaton 1997, Chen and Ravallion 2010).We will include any measure of inequality in income or consumption expenditure. This includes ‘global measures’, such as the Gini coefficient, the Theil index, the Atkinson index, as well as ‘partial summary measures’, such as percentile ratios, income shares, and income share ratios. We will also include any measure of aggregate poverty, including the class of measures proposed by Foster, Greer and Thorbecke (1984) – which include the poverty headcount, the poverty gap and the squared poverty gap – as well as other measures (e.g. the Watts index). We also require that income poverty is measured using an absolute poverty line which is fixed in real terms over the relevant period.
3.2	Search methods
In order to select appropriate databases for this review we followed the Campbell Collaboration guide on key online databases for systematic reviews in International Development (Campbell Collaboration 2012). This list was complemented with additional databases and websites of key institutions and conference proceedings.​[4]​ 
Each database will be searched using a combination of the search terms indicated in Table 2. This shows five sets of concepts (A, B, C, D and E), each of them containing a list of associated terms or synonyms that will be used in the searches for each review. For the inequality review, the search query strings follow the equation:
A + (B W/n C)
Thus the terms within columns A, B or C will be combined with ‘OR’; columns B and C will be combined with the proximity operator ‘W/n’, where n is the number of words that separate the terms from two columns; and column A will be combined with the combination of B and C using the ‘AND’ command. The use of the proximity operator enables us to capture phrases such as ‘distribution of income’, ‘inequality of income’, as well as ‘income distribution’ and ‘income inequality’. For the income poverty review, the search strings follow the equation: 
A + D + E 
Thus the terms within columns A, D or E will be combined with ‘OR’; the columns A, D and E will be combined using the ‘AND’ command.  In this case we do not require the proximity operator since we do not require that the terms in columns A, D and E are part of a single phrase. 
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Due to the fact that some search engines only allow a limited number of operators, two search query strings are used: a long version and a short version. The long version uses all terms from each column in a single search, but the short version uses only one term from each column at a time (see Table 3). Different short version strings will be used depending on the database; information on the specific search strings used for each database will be included in the final report.​[5]​
In addition to English language publications, we will also search foreign language databases for Portuguese and Spanish literature to address any potential language bias; in this case, each of the terms in Table 2 will be translated into their equivalent concepts in Portuguese or Spanish. Finally, beyond searching the databases and websites listed in the Appendix we will also check reference lists of review articles and included articles adopting a snowballing approach, track citations of included studies, contact key authors, experts and practitioners to enquire about unpublished, forthcoming and/or ongoing studies, and draw on our advisory group to check for any studies we might have missed.  A PRISMA diagram will be produced in order to keep track of the search process (Moher et al 2009).
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4	Data analysis and synthesis
As noted in Section 2, the sorts of policies and interventions which can affect income inequality and the translation of growth into poverty reduction are recognised to be broad. The danger with the broad subject matter of the reviews is that the policies and interventions covered will be too diverse, preventing meaningful comparisons of the effects of similar types of policies and interventions across different countries and contexts. We respond to this danger by dividing each review into two main stages. The first stage involves a mapping exercise identifying and documenting all studies looking at the impact of any government policy or intervention on income inequality or the translation of growth into income poverty reduction. The second stage involves synthesising the results from a particular sub-group of studies identified in the mapping stage. 
Mapping the research field as a prior stage to synthesis has been an important part of many systematic reviews, particularly in cases where the studies contained within a research field are too numerous or heterogeneous for meaningful synthesis  (Gough et al. 2013: 16). Mapping is also a useful output in its own right, particularly in identifying key gaps in the literature where little or no evidence is available, and where future research should be focused (Snilstveit et al 2013).
4.1	Data analysis
Data extraction will take place in two main stages. The first stage will extract descriptive information about all studies meeting the inclusion criteria, in the following four main areas: 
1.	context and population
2.	type of intervention
3.	study design and methods used
4.	outcome measures
Data extracted in this first stage will feed directly into the research mapping, allowing us to provide a descriptive survey of all the relevant evidence relating to the review questions, categorising and cross-tabulating the available evidence in interesting ways, e.g. the overall balance of studies between intervention types, outcome indicators, country groupings and study designs. 
A further extraction stage will extract additional information required for the appraisal and synthesis, in particular:
5.	study results and findings
6.	critical appraisal of research methods
7.	calculation of effect sizes.
An initial mapping exercise, based on a selected number of key bibliographic databases, was carried out between April and July 2014 to help guide the selection of the sub-group of studies for synthesis. Our searches yielded a total of 13,552 records for the inequality review and 11,772 records for the poverty review. Following screening, we found 194 studies which met our inclusion criteria for the inequality review and 89 for the poverty review. We then categorised these studies according to items (1)-(4) above. 
The results of this exercise suggested that there is a sufficiently large body of comparable studies on the effects of fiscal policy and trade policy interventions which can be subjected to meaningful synthesis using meta-regression analysis. For example, we found 61 econometric studies looking at the effect of fiscal policy on income inequality, and a further 28 looking at the impacts on income poverty (see Table 4). By contrast, for most other intervention types (e.g. finance or labour market reforms), the number of studies would in all likelihood be too small to allow meta-analysis.​[6]​ As a result, it was decided to restrict the synthesis to studies which focus on the effects of fiscal or trade policy interventions on income inequality or poverty. It was also decided to restrict the synthesis to studies which look at income inequality or poverty at the national level, so as to further reduce the heterogeneity of studies.​[7]​ 
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Once the sub-group of studies has been identified for the synthesis, the next step will be the critical appraisal of research methods (Gough et al. 2013: 17). We will begin the appraisal, otherwise referred to as ‘risk of bias’, by categorising the ex-post empirical studies by their proclaimed research design and analytical method. Following Duvendack et al. (2011, 2012 and 2014), each empirical study will be categorised as low, medium or high risk of bias (see Table 5 for an illustration). 
Our initial mapping exercise suggested that most of ex-post empirical studies adopt cross-country regression approaches, which have been criticized widely (see for example Beck et al. 2000; Jalilian and Kirkpatrick 2002). However, Jalilian and Kirkpatrick (2002) further argue that advances in analytical approach such as dynamic panel estimations can correct for the drawbacks of cross-country approaches outlined earlier. This point motivates the use of the Duvendack et al tool as it assesses risk of bias by research design as well as analytical technique. For example, a study using cross-country data might still be classified as low risk of bias if using a sophisticated analytical approach. 
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For the ex-ante simulation studies, our initial mapping suggested these studies encompass three main analytical approaches: ‘standard’ incidence analysis, behavioural incidence analysis and applied computable general equilibrium (CGE) analysis. Standard incidence analysis calculates the effect of government policy changes on income distribution, under the assumption there are no behavioural responses to the policy changes; it considers the ‘first-round’ impacts only. Behavioural incidence analysis, by contrast, takes into account some behavioural responses considered important, although within a partial equilibrium framework. Applied CGE analysis goes one stage further and estimates the impact of policy interventions in the context of a model of the whole economy, allowing for a range of behavioural responses as well as linkages and spillovers between different sectors.
Standard fiscal incidence analysis is relatively straightforward to implement, but has an inherent limitation since it does not take into account behavioural responses to policy changes. However, behavioural incidence analysis and applied general equilibrium analysis are also subject to limitations, depending on the range of behavioural responses taken into account and the accuracy of the estimated elasticities on which the models are based. We will therefore investigate the extent to which the results differ across these three approaches, exploring as far as possible the extent to which conclusions drawn from one approach are backed up by results from other approaches. 
Finally, for the ex-post empirical studies, our chosen effect size measure is the partial correlation coefficient. This is a number varying from -1 to +1 which measures the direction and strength of association between two variables, holding all other factors constant. It is calculated as follows:

where r is the partial correlation coefficient, t is the t-statistic of the underlying regression coefficient, and df is the degrees of freedom of the t-statistic (Stanley and Doucouliagos, 2012). This measure cannot however be calculated for the ex-ante simulation studies, so for these studies we use the predicted proportional changes in income inequality in response to policy changes as the effect size measure.  
4.2	Data synthesis
For the ex-post empirical studies, we will attempt meta-regression analysis following the approach taken by Abdullah et al. (2013), who examine the impact of education on income inequality using meta-regression analysis (MRA). We will estimate a general MRA model of the form: 

where r is the partial correlation coefficient between a measure of government policy and income inequality (subscripts i and j indicate the ith estimate from the jth study), SE is the standard error of the partial correlation coefficient, and Z is a vector of variables that are considered to explain differences in the estimated relationship between the policy measure and income inequality, and  is an error term (Stanley 2008, Stanley and Doucouliagos 2012).  Evidence of publication bias is indicated by a statistically significant estimate of. Data will be extracted and recorded in excel files and subsequent analysis will be performed in STATA. 
An interesting component of the synthesis will be to compare the results from the ex-post empirical studies (e.g. cross-country econometrics) with ex-ante simulation studies (e.g. CGE models), and to discuss the likely reasons for any systematic differences between them. The meta-analysis will be done separately for each approach, as was the case for two other systematic reviews which have included results from ex-ante simulation studies (Cirera et al. 2011, McCorriston et al. 2013). In terms of the specific methods for meta-analysis of the ex-ante simulation studies, we will follow the broad approach used by Hess and von Cramon-Taubadel (2008), who used meta-regression analysis to show how the results from ex-ante simulation studies (including CGE models) on the impacts of multilateral trade reform vary according to the different modelling assumptions used. 
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Table 1. Government policies affecting income inequality and the translation of growth into poverty reduction: a broad categorisation
Broad policy area	Examples
Fiscal policy	Direct taxes and transfers In-kind transfersIndirect taxes and subsidies‘Pro-poor’ government spending, e.g. health, education
Trade policy	Import tariffs and quotasExport taxes or quotas Export subsidies
Labour market policy	Minimum wagesActive labour market programmes
Regional policy	Geographically-targeted investment in infrastructureRemoval of restrictions to labour mobility
Macroeconomic policy	Low or moderate inflationAvoidance of macroeconomic crisis
Other policy areas	Access to finance and micro-credit Land reform Anti-discrimination legislationAffirmative action











Notes: * is included as a truncation symbol to capture automatically conjugated forms of each word; thus *equal* captures ‘inequality’ as well as ‘inequalities’; *distribut* captures ‘distribution’ as well as ‘redistribution’. Quotation marks are used to identify use of that specific combination of words, and not just one of the words – so for example “the poor” does not capture studies referring to “poor outcomes” or “poor performance”.  


Table 3. Search strings
	Formula	Search string
Inequality review
Long version	A + (B W/n C)	((polic* OR intervention* OR program* OR instrument* OR tool* OR reform* OR  legislation* OR govern*) AND ((income* OR expenditure*) W/1 (*equal* OR *distribut* OR disparit* OR differen*  OR gap* OR *equit* OR share* OR ratio* OR gini)
Short versions	A + B + C	polic* AND income AND inequal*
	B + C	income AND inequal*
	BC	 “income inequal*”
	A + BC	polic* AND “income inequal*”
Poverty review
Long version	A + D + E	(polic* OR intervention* OR program* OR instrument* OR tool* OR reform* OR  legislation* OR govern*) AND (growth) AND (poverty OR *poor* OR deprivation)
Short versions	A + D + E	polic* AND growth AND poverty
	D + E	growth AND poverty
	ED	 “pro-poor growth”
	A + DE	polic* AND “pro-poor growth”
Notes: See Appendix Table 1 for a list of databases and whether the short or long version will be used. 
Table 4: Number of studies by study design and intervention type: initial mapping exercise 
	Study design:
	Ex-post 
empirical	Ex-ante simulation	Decomposition analysis	Qualitative case study










Notes: *The number of studies for each policy type sometimes exceeds the total number of studies since some studies focus on more than one policy. #Includes energy price reforms, labour market reforms, land reforms, pension reform, financial reform and exchange rate policy. Note that the numbers in this table refer only to an initial mapping exercise and are not the final numbers of studies relevant to each review, from all searches.


Table 5. Distribution of ex-post empirical studies by research design and analytical method





Panel or before/after & with/without				
Either before/after & with/without				
Natural Experiment				

Legend	Low risk of bias		High risk of 
bias	
	Medium risk of 
bias			
Source: Duvendack et al (2011, 2012, 2014 for an adaptation).


Appendix 1. Electronic databases, websites and search strings






SUBJECT SPECIFIC DATABASES & WEBSITES	 
Social Sciences	 
Web of Knowledge (Social Science Citation Index)*	short version
IBSS (International Bibliography of the Social Sciences)*	long version
ASSIA (Applied Social Sciences Index and Abstract)*	long version






3IE Impact Evaluation Database	short version
British Library of Development Studies 	short version
Eldis	short version
DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATIONS LIBRARIES & WEBSITES	 
General	 
World Bank Open Knowledge Repository	short version
OECD iLibrary	short version
International Labour Organization	short version
Chronic Poverty Research Center	short version
Overseas Development Institute	short version
Center for Global Development	short version
International Policy Center for Inclusive Growth	short version
JOLIS (IMF and World Bank databases)	short version
African Development Bank Evaluation Reports	short version
Asian Development Bank Evaluation Resources	short version
Inter-American Development Bank	short version
Impact Evaluation/ Effectiveness	 
Millennium Challenge Corporation Independent Evaluations	short version
Research for Development (R4R)-DFID	short version






CLASE (Citas Latioamericana en Ciencias Sociales y Humanidades)	short version
e-Revistas (Plataforma Open Access de Revistas Cientificas Electronicas Espanolas y Latinoamericanas)	short version









^1	  The extent to which growth is translated into poverty reduction is determined partly by the initial distribution of income, and partly by the way in which the distribution of income changes alongside economic growth (Ravallion 2001, Bourguignon 2003). From a policy perspective, the initial distribution of income is something of a given, so in the short to medium-term the main way in which government policies affect the translation of growth into poverty reduction is by affecting the way in which the distribution of income changes alongside economic growth, and the extent to which these changes by themselves reduce poverty. 
^2	  Note that the precise titles of the systematic reviews refer only to the association between government policies and either income inequality or the translation of growth into poverty reduction. Strictly speaking, this could be explained by effects in either direction. Nevertheless, we do aim to determine whether and to what extent the evidence is indicative of the causal impact of government policies on income inequality and the translation of growth into poverty reduction, as opposed to the mere association. 
^3	  Note that many ex-post empirical studies include countries from all income groups (low, middle and high) in the analysis; we include such studies, on the grounds that they typically contain a significant proportion of low and/or middle income countries.
^4	  A full list of the electronic databases and other relevant websites that will be searched for relevant studies is shown in Appendix 1.  
^5	  Note also that for the income poverty review we do not include in the search concepts the more precise terms ‘economic growth’ and ‘income poverty’. The reason is that our initial searches revealed many relevant studies which do not – at least in the abstract and keywords - explicitly mention economic growth or income poverty, they refer only to ‘growth’ and ‘poverty’. Our broader search terms ensure that we do capture such studies in our search. The drawback is that we capture a large number of irrelevant studies. To offset this problem we utilise the boolean operator “AND NOT” to exclude automatically literature using terms not relevant to our review, such as green growth, child growth, and health poverty.
^6	  This does not deny that synthesis of even a small number of studies on a particular policy intervention can provide useful information, even if meta-regression analysis is not possible. The priority however was considered to lie in the policy areas where there is most evidence; the synthesis of the more limited evidence for other policy areas was instead left as a potential area for follow-up work. 
^7	  Our initial mapping exercise showed that the majority of studies do focus on inequality or poverty at the national level, but some look only at inequality at the level of regions within a country (e.g. states or provinces), or in urban or rural areas, or sometimes at a very localised level (e.g. the village). 
